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The World -7\loves 


Adoption by the New Mexico Supreme Court of the admission requirement 
of graduation from a school approved by the American Bar Association and 
approval of that standard by the bar associations of Nebraska and Indiana 
with almost no dissenting voices, all within the last forty-five days, show that 


we are marching forward. 


necessity for a better qualified bar and the way to get tt. 


Lawyers and judges are beginning to realize the 


This is progress. 


Judge L. B. Day of the Nebraska Supreme Court, in a recent letter to the 
editor, said of the recommendation adopted there: 


“If a committee had made a similar report fifteen years ago, it 


would have been, figuratively, thrown out of the meeting. 


There is 


a decided change of attitude of members of the bar upon this question 
in the last fifteen years.”’ 























A Comment on Dean Green’s Views on 
Bar Admission 


In his address at the recent meeting of the Association of American 
Law Schools, Dean Green stated that ‘present-day methods of bar 
examination in most of our states are completely out of joint with 
present-day legal training in the better law schools’’, that bar exam- 
iners are not keeping in touch with present teaching methods, that the 
bar examination should not be the sole test for admission to the 
practice of law but that the student’s background, general educational 
qualifications and legal training should be given more consideration and 
should be investigated by a well-staffed board of admissions, and that 
there should be a probationary bar. In the following article Mr. Collins 
expresses the viewpoint of a bar examiner and an active practitioner. 


By JAMES C. COLLINS 
Chairman of the Rhode Island Board of Bar Examiners 


I have been asked to give my reaction to the article by Leon Green, 
Dean of Northwestern University Law School, entitled “Legal Education 
and Bar Admission”, which appears in the February (1934) issue of the 
American Bar Association Journal. My approach to this subject is that 
of one who has had years of experience both as an attorney in active 
practice and as a bar examiner. This review is in no sense intended to 
be a criticism of Dean Green’s article, but is a comment upon some of its 
salient points, in the hope that it may inspire constructive thought upon 
this important subject of tests for admission to the bar. I use this ex- 
cellent and timely article by Dean Green as a basis for that consideration. 


In the presentation of his article at this time Dean Green has rendered 
a valuable service both in the matter of its original thought and in its stim- 
ulation to further study of the present practice followed by bar examiners 
in passing upon applicants. There are original and advanced ideas in his 
article which are worthy of careful consideration. If one were to criticise 
at all it would be that the article was in advance of present thought—rather 
too much on the side of theory and not enough of that which was of 
practical application to present conditions. 


Basically the bar examiner approaches the subject of bar examinations 
from a different standpoint from that from which Dean Green, as a teacher 
of law, approaches it. The bar examiner, in approaching this question, 
holds that first and primarily his duty is to the public and that he should al- 
ways strive to insure, as far as possible, its protection. He feels that those 
applicants who are granted licenses to practice law should comprise only 
those who are well qualified to aid the members of the public in the 
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protection of their rights, their property and their liberty. He strives to 
grant the privilege to practice only to those who are best qualified to 
serve the needs of the average citizen. The duty of protecting the needs 
of the wealthy citizen or the corporation in their complicated and intricate 
questions of law may well be left to older and experienced practitioners. 
The examination of the student who has been specially trained, for 
example, in the law of public utilities, of federal and state taxes, of ad- 
ministration and the other specialized administrative branches of the 
law has not been accepted as being within the province of the bar examiner, 
no more than examination in admiralty law, patent law and similar 
specialties. The fundamental topics of property, contracts, constitutional 
law, torts, equity, criminal law, pleading and practice, and similar sub- 
jects have long been accepted as being his field of examination. All 
applicants should have had careful instruction in these subjects. The 
power to apply these principles to concrete facts is also an important 
element in the applicant’s preparation. Therefore, the bar examiner 
frames his questions, or should, to meet these conditions in testing the 
applicant both as to his power to appreciate and as to his knowledge of 
this law. Law schools do not all agree upon the new theories of the study 
of law. Because the prominent law schools have devoted themselves in 
part to a study of the “changes in types and methods of litigation, of the 
great emphasis put upon administrative problems within recent years, 
and the consequent change in concepts, formulas, rules and other technics 
of governmental agencies * * *” does not, he believes, do away with the 
necessity of an understanding of the fundamental branches of the law. 
An understanding of these advance branches is of material assistance in 
the training of the applicant, but it is not a substitute for those principles 
of law which are so closely related to the protection of the property and 
personal rights of the great majority of our citizens. It is unfortunate 
if the approved methods of teaching in these law schools should prevent 
the student from acquiring a thorough knowledge of these basic principles. 
If the new method of teaching gives a power of reasoning and of strength 
such as is claimed by these law schools, then that power and strength 
should assist the applicant in the answering of those questions which we 
believe the bar examiner should offer as a test. 


Dean Green is right when he rejects the yes and no questions and 
those questions requiring short, swift and definite answers. The questions 
asked should be based upon a set of facts sufficiently broad in their scope 
to require answers of considerable length in order to test the mental 
grasp of the applicant to handle properly practical questions. The broader 
instruction and training of our leading law schools can do no harm and 
will do much good to the student and to the public, but any amount of it 
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will not excuse a lack of knowledge of those basic principles of law. The 
law school professor often approaches the question of tests for admission 
to the bar from the angle of protection of his student and his methods of 
instruction, while the bar examiner approaches it primarily with a view 
to the protection of the public. It is the public which is to suffer if an 
unqualified applicant is licensed as qualified to protect the rights of the 
citizen against others. This difference in viewpoint is the cause of much 
of the controversy between law school professors and the bar examiners. 


Dean Green comments upon the bar examiners not being acquainted 
with present-day teaching methods. They are, however, acquainted with 
the every-day practice in our courts and the present needs of our citizens. 
They are generally active practitioners. They know the needs of the 
public and the temper of the courts and the bar. The student is, after 
all, being prepared primarily to become, if successful, a licensed prac- 
titioner in the law and to handle the problems with which the bar examiner 
is well acquainted. On the other hand, the law school teacher, while he 
knows the theories, is generally unfamiliar with their daily application 
in our courts. 


Dean Green complains of the examination which enables the applicant 
who studies “the quizzer books, * * * and especially who takes the cram 
course of the ‘experts’ in the examiners’ technics and psychology in 
anticipation of the bar examination itself” to have an equal chance with 
the applicant who has industriously and honestly prepared himself in a 
good law school. His complaint is justified when such examinations are 
given. There is something wrong in such a test. The history of the 
legal training of the applicant, independent of the mere examination, 
should be considered by the examiner and given due weight. I refer not 
merely to knowledge of the law school which he attended, but to the quality 
of work which he did while attending that law school. 


Dean Green complains that bar examiners often “grade the examina- 
tion books by number, so that the applicant’s name is not known.” I can 
not follow his objection. So long as the answers are marked and those 
marks are used as the basis of the test for the passing of the applicant, I 
believe that the examiner should not know the identity of the applicant. 
Then all applicants will fare alike upon this test. They should be supple- 
mented, however, by all other obtainable information as to character and 
preparation. 

Dean Green complains that the bar examination is not adapted to 
test the applicant who has specialized in “the expanding fields of admin- 
istrative law, taxation, * * *, security transactions, corporate finance, 
* * * the higher levels of criminal law administration, * * * and other 
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such important subjects * * *.” That is beyond the accepted province of 
the bar examiner. Those applicants who are thus qualified are few. The 
demand of the general public for this information is limited. Why this 
class of candidates should not be qualified in the fundamental principles 
of the law, if they are to become practitioners, is not readily understood. 
To apply tests in these subjects to all applicants would be unfair to the 
large majority. 


Dean Green states an important principle—one of vital importance at 
the present time—when he refers to our present system of bar examina- 
tions and states: “It ignores what was most important * * *, namely, 
(1) the personality of the candidate, (2) his general moral background, 
(3) his general educational qualifications, and (4) his legal training—each 
more important within itself than the catechismic knowledge which the 
present bar examination most effectively tests.” The majority of bar 
examiners fully realize this fact. They are in sympathy with his views 
as quoted. The subject matter already has their earnest consideration. 
A review of the deliberations of The National Conference of Bar Exam- 
iners and the articles published in The Bar Examiner demonstrate this 
fact. There is a strong growing sentiment that too great emphasis can 
not be placed upon the character of the applicant when passing upon his 
fitness to practice, that his educational background comes next in order, 
and that knowledge of the law comes last in the list of the applicant’s 
qualifications to practice. The difficulty is in its practical application, 
particularly in the larger jurisdictions. It is unfortunate that any ap- 
plicant should be admitted wholly, or substantially so, upon his examination 
marks. Dean Green has rendered a service in offering a possible plan for 
the solution of this question. It may not be—and in my opinion it is 
not—practicable in larger jurisdictions, as their boards are now consti- 
tuted. A way should and must be found to overcome this practice of 
passing upon candidates in large numbers, practically upon their marks 
alone. There seems to be no other way at the present time except to 
subdivide the larger states into small jurisdictions, so small that an 
investigation of character and a personal appearance of the individual 
before the examiners may be had. A central or state board might have 
supervisory powers over the work done by the local boards, and would 
either supervise the examinations or prepare the questions to be asked. 
If the subdivisions were sufficiently small prominent attorneys or mem- 
bers of the court would be willing to act as local examiners. Pennsylvania 
has taken a long step in the right direction in the solution of this problem, 
although, if I understand rightly the plan of Dean Green, she is still far 
from the goal which he would seek. I believe that in every case the ap- 
plicant should appear before one or more examiners or competent deputies 
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to take an oral examination upon the law and upon such matters relating 
to his past history as may be required. 


When we come to the solution which Dean Green has offered of 
practically no examination upon the law, but one of study of the candidate 
by highly competent members of a commission composed of members of 
the court and of the bar, I do not believe that it would be practicable, 
however otherwise desirable. 


He suggests that a probationary period of five years is desirable. 
Is it practicable? It will be found very difficult to drop an applicant at 
the end of five years for any reason other than gross delinquency in 
character or professional conduct. It is already hard to deny admission 
to any applicant who has spent his two or three years in the study of 
law, and it would be harder to do it if there were added five years of 
probation. The applicant would have spent some seven or eight years 
of his life, between the ages of twenty-two or twenty-three and thirty, and 
it would be a serious handicap for him to start out upon a new line of 
gainful occupation. Too many influences would be brought to bear to 
excuse his shortcomings, especially if they consisted only of lack of 
adaptiveness to the profession or of knowledge of the law. It is easier 
to keep men out than to put them out of the profession. 


If we are to have a probationary period why not go the whole ex- 
tent,—have the license granted, renewable at the end of each five-year 
period during the life of the applicant, the burden being upon the appli- 
cant in each instance of renewal to show that he is qualified to continue 
the practice of law and that he is then qualified in all other respects. It is 
possible that it could be done,—still it would probably result in the refusal 
of a license only in gross cases of moral delinquency or unprofessional 
conduct. 


The time may come in this country when there will be two distinct 
classes of members of the bar, somewhat after the English system. There 
will be a practicing or integrated bar of higher standing, jealous of its 
prerogatives and fearless in its assertion of its rights, only admitting 
those who have been under careful examination and have made good 
during an extended probationary period. When that time arrives we can 
solve many of our present difficulties. 


Dean Green refers to the proprietary law school and the great dangers 
to our law students from these schools. There is one practical way to 
handle this question, and that is to draw the line hard and fast that only 
those applicants who have attended law schools approved by the Council 
on Legal Education and Admissions to the Bar of the American Bar 
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Association be accepted. Either the proprietary law school would rise to 
those accepted standards or it would go out of business. This would solve 
many of our difficulties as to poorly prepared applicants. 


I am heartily in accord with the spirit and broad objectives suggested 
by Dean Green. The present difficulty in the larger jurisdictions is the 
number of candidates. Individual investigation and personal contact 
would seem to be out of the question as the boards of examiners are now 
constituted. This should not be so. The system is followed in some of the 
smaller jurisdictions and is shown to have produced favorable results. 
Some means can and must be devised to bring about those results in the 
larger jurisdictions. 


In closing, I would suggest that Dean Green has hit upon an important 
phase of this whole question when he emphasizes those elements which we 
recognize, but fail to give to them due credit, namely, that the personality, 
character and general education of the applicant are of more importance 
than his knowledge of the law. On the other hand, we feel that he places 
too great stress upon the fact of a highly technical and specialized law 
school education as against a knowledge of the fundamentals of law, 
which are applicable to the upholding of the rights, privileges and liber- 
ties of the average citizen. 





News from the Boards 


New Mexico Takes First Place 


New Rules Require Graduation from Approved School 
and Provide for Temporary License 


Far-reaching amendments to the rules for admission to the bar in 
New Mexico, providing for graduation from a law school approved by 
the American Bar Association as a qualification for taking the bar 
examinations, and establishing a temporary admission for one year for all 
candidates before a permanent license is granted, were promulgated by 
the Supreme Court of that state on January 12. 


By this action, New Mexico becomes the first state to adopt in their 
entirety the standards of the American Bar Association, following the 
Territory of Hawaii which established them last year by rule of court. In 
West Virginia these qualifications are approximated and in a number of 
other states they are practically in effect except as to office study, but New 
Mexico is the only commonwealth in the Union to definitely provide that its 
lawyers shall be graduates of a school meeting the requirements of the 
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national association. It is also the first state to put into effect, as to all 
candidates, a period of temporary admission. 


These requirements were recommended by the Board of Bar Exam- 
iners and the Board of Commissioners of the State Bar. 


The important changes made in the rules are as follows: 


First, to qualify for the bar examination, applicants who commence 
the study of law after the date of the order must be graduates from a 
law school approved by the American Bar Association. Formerly law 
office study or a combination of law office and law school study was 
permitted. Second, the fee to be paid by an attorney from another state 
petitioning for admission on motion has been raised from $25 to $100, 
and the period of practice required of these foreign attorneys has been 
increased from three to seven years. Third, candidates who have suc- 
cessfully passed the bar examination are to be granted temporary licenses 
for one year, at the end of which time they will be granted permanent 
licenses if no valid objections have been made. This plan of giving a 
temporary license has heretofore applied only to lawyers from other 
jurisdictions. 


Indiana and Nebraska Approve A. B. A. Standards 


At a meeting of the Indiana State Bar Association in Indianapolis 
on January 19, the Committee on Legal Education recommended the 
adoption of the American Bar Association standards, and a resolution, 
directing the Board of Managers to present a petition to the court asking 
it to put these standards in effect, was passed with almost no opposition. 


Dean Gavit of the State University, the Legal Education Committee, 
the bar examiners and the court all deserve great credit for the progress 
which is being made in that state toward higher qualifications for ad- 
mission to the bar. 


At a dinner held on January 18, preliminary steps were taken to 
organize a Joint Council of Legal Education which would provide the 
means for bringing together representatives of the law schools, the Legal 
Education Committee, the bar examiners and the Supreme Court for a 
regular discussion of problems in this field. 


The Nebraska State Bar Association unanimously approved the stand- 
ards of legal education of the American Bar Association at its recent 
meeting, which had an unusually large attendance, and instructed the 
incoming committee to make every effort to raise the requirements in 
Nebraska so that they may eventually conform. 
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California Court Permits All Repeaters to 
Take February Examination 


The Supreme Court of California still has under advisement the 
matter of whether it shall order the bar examiners to regrade the papers 
of applicants who failed in the August examination. Mention of the 
hearing, which was held December 12, was made in the January number of 
The Bar Examiner. On January 17 the court issued for publication 
a statement, from which it would appear that the examiners have volun- 
tarily agreed to regrade some of the papers, and that the only order the 
court has made thus far is one permitting all candidates who failed the 
August examination to take the one given in February. The statement is 
as follows: 


As the next examination of applicants for admission to practice law will be 
held on February 19, 1934, the Supreme Court finds itself unable, prior to that 
time, to dispose of questions presented by the order to show cause and the return 
thereto in the matter of the August, 1933, bar examinations. 


It has developed, from the matters now before the court, that on the original 
report of the readers employed by the Committee of Bar Examiners to grade the 
papers of the applicants taking the August examination, but 18 percent of the total 
number of applicants were found qualified to pass. In addition, there were 129 ap- 
plicants whose grades were between 65 percent and the passing grade of 70 percent. 


By direction of the Committee of Bar Examiners, the reviewing board re-read 
the papers of these 129 applicants, and upon their report to the Committee of 
Bar Examiners, 114 were credited with 70 percent or more, bringing the total number 
of applicants found qualified to pass to 31.6 percent. That was the final percentage 
of applicants admitted as the result of the August examination. 


Under the supervision of the Committee of Bar Examiners, the papers of all 
applicants who received between 60 and 65 percent at that examination are now 
being re-read by the reviewing board which re-read the papers between 65 and 70 
percent already noted. In addition, the members of the Committee of Bar Exam- 
iners, individually, are re-reading the papers of some 15 or 16 applicants originally 
graded between 65 and 70 percent, but who were not advanced to 70 percent by 
the reviewers. 


Inasmuch as the re-reading of this large number of papers cannot be completed 
by February 19, the court suggests that all applicants who failed at the August 
examination be advised that they may prepare for and may take the examination 
beginning February 19, if they so desire. 


To the end that these applicants may take the February examination, the court 
has issued an order that Rule V (e) of the Rules Regulating Admission to Practice 
Law be suspended as to the bar examination of February 19, and requesting the 
Committee of Bar Examiners to permit any and all applicants who have heretofore 
taken one or more examinations to take the examination in February, provided they 
shall register with the committee for such purpose on or before February 1, 1934. 
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Bar Examiner Portraits 
Milo N. Feightner 


President, Indiana State Board of Law Examiners 





The President of the Indiana State Board of 
Law Examiners is a country lawyer who still 
practices in the town where he first started to 
read law. He was admitted to the bar in 1900; 
he has been deputy, prosecuting attorney, city 
attorney, county attorney, and finally, for four 
years, mayor of Huntington. He has prospered 
and become one of the leading lawyers in his 
portion of the state, an illustration of the fallacy 
of the viewpoint so prevelant today that a lawyer 
must practice in a large city to attain success. 

Mr. Feightner was reared on a farm in 
Indiana, attended the country schools, and grad- 
uated from the Valparaiso College in 1897. After 
some post-graduate work in the same institution, he taught in the district 
schools and for three years was principal of a high school. During this 
time he read law in an office, and for a year was in the office headed by 
Lambkin P. Milligan, the protagonist in the famous case coming before 
the United States Supreme Court in 1866 on a petition for a writ of habeas 
corpus. Justice Davis rendered the decision in that cause celebre, in which 
it was held that a civilian could not be tried by a military court during war 
time if there was a civil tribunal available. Milligan, Mr. Feightner says, 
was a great lawyer and was well grounded in fundamental legal principles. 

From the time of his admission to the bar, Mr. Feightner has contin- 
ued to live and practice in Huntington and is now a member of the firm of 
Bowers, Feightner & Bowers. He has always had an active interest in his 
state bar association and in the American Bar Association, having missed 
only two meetings of the latter organization in the last twenty years. 

It will be recalled that the constitution of Indiana, adopted in 1851, 
provided that any citizen of the United States over twenty-one years of 
age and of good moral character could be admitted to the practice of law. 
In 1931 the state legislature passed an act authorizing the Supreme Court 
to make rules for admission to the bar. This tribunal straightway ap- 
pointed a Board of Law Examiners, of which Mr. Feightner was made the 
chairman. Three unsuccessful attempts have been made to amend the con- 
stitutional provision referred to, but in spite of this fact the actions of the 
Board of Law Examiners have not been successfully challenged. 
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Report of Pennsylvania Committee on 
Admissions to the Bar" 


The special committee of the Pennsylvania Bar Association, appointed 
to consider amendments to the rules of the Supreme Court relating to 
admissions to the bar, has prepared a tentative report which was pub- 
lished in the Pennsylvania Bar Association Quarterly for January, “to 
invite criticisms and suggestions from the members of the Association 
before the committee makes up its final report for the annual meeting in 
June, 1934.” The tentative report is as follows: 


At the annual meeting of the Pennsylvania Bar Association in June, 
1933, your Committee submitted a report containing two recommendations 
as follows: 

“1. That the period of the clerkship to be served by law students 
remain at six months but that the same be served continuously from 
a date commencing after the successful passing by the student of the 
final examination for admission to the Bar. Such service to be as 
required by the present rules ‘daily service (vacations and ordinary 
interruptions excepted), in the preceptor’s legal business and under 
his direction, on usual business days, during regular office hours, for 
at least six hours a day, during which hours the applicant shall not be 
occupied in any manner incompatible with the fair and bona fide 
service of his clerkship.’ 

“2. That the Pennsylvania Bar Association approve the prin- 
ciple of a limitation of the number of applicants who may be admitted 
to the Bar each year, such limitation to be prescribed by the Common 
Pleas and Orphans’ Courts in the several counties in accordance with 
the requirements of the county as viewed by such courts, and that 
such legal courts throughout the State be appraised of the adoption 
of such a resolution.” 


The first recommendation was adopted, with an amendment to the 
effect that the six months’ clerkship, or service in the office of a practicing 
attorney, shall be served following the taking of the final examination, 
“so that even though the student does not pass that examination, he can 
begin his clerkship immediately upon having taken the examination.” 

* * * 

The second recommendation, that the Association approve the prin- 
ciple of a limitation of the number of applicants who may be added to the 
Bar each year, was not adopted; but your Committee was continued with 
direction to make further recommendations. * * * 





*A considerable portion of the report is omitted because of lack of space. 
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During the course of the debate on the Committee’s report, the view 
was pretty generally expressed that, whatever the remedy, it should be 
effective at the time of application for registration as a law student, so as 
to prevent those who do not possess the proper attributes from wasting 
three or four years in a fruitless effort to reach the Bar. 


* * * 


Though both of the above stated suggestions were intended as ex- 
pedients to meet what it is to be hoped are temporary conditions, yet it 
appears that the prevailing sentiment of the Bar is against either placing 
a limitation upon the number who may be permitted to register as law 
students or who may be admitted to the Bar. 


Nevertheless, both our Association and the Philadelphia Bar Associa- 
tion continued their respective Committees to make further recommenda- 
tions on the subject; which indicates a prevalent conviction that something 
should be done to remedy present conditions. With an appreciation of 
this belief in mind, your Committee feels that the problem can be best 
met for the present by giving to the County Boards of Law Examiners 
greater scope in the exercise of their discretion in passing upon the char- 
acter of those who seek to register as law students. 


Rule 11 of the Supreme Court provides, inter alia, that the disapproval 
of an applicant by the County Board must be accompanied by a written 
statement setting forth “in some detail” the reasons for such disapproval. 
Rule 10 provides that no certificate of registration shall be issued by the 
State Board until it is satisfied that the applicant is of good moral char- 
acter, and Rule 9 provides that an applicant whose character in the opinion 
of the State Board does not meet the standard required for registration 
may appeal from that decision to the Supreme Court. This last men- 
tioned rule also provides for a written statement from the County Board 
to the State Board “setting forth in some detail the reasons for their dis- 
approval,” when the former refuses to approve a candidate for registration. 


Reports to your Committee from the local Boards, particularly in the 
great centers of population, show that in many instances personal exam- 
ination of applicants for registration as law students, and reports to the 
Boards from investigators, convince the examining members of the Boards 
that certain individuals, who desire registration, are not of proper char- 
acter either for the study of the law or for admission to the ranks of our 
profession, yet in many such instances the examiners cannot put their 
finger on any particular act committed by the applicant himself which pos- 
itively disqualifies him to such an extent that, if stated of record, the finding 
would sustain confirmation by a Board of Review (which neither sees nor 
examines the applicant) of the local Boards’ disapproval. 
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The judges of the Courts of Common Pleas throughout the State very 
generally have placed on the local boards men of discrimination and high 
standing at the Bar; with this fact in view, it seems to your Committee 
that our Association should make the following recommendations to the 
Supreme Court: That so much of Rule 9 and of Rule 11 of the Supreme 
Court as provides that the return from the County Board to the State 
Board must set forth “in some detail the reasons for their disapproval” 
shall be changed to read “setting forth that the applicant does not possess 
the attributes of character required for registration as a law student.” 
Further that, Rule 9 be amended by providing, at the end thereof, that 
“When such an appeal is allowed by this Court, it may either decide the 
matter on the record or hear, by committee or otherwise, the applicant and 
members of the local and State Boards, or any of them, as the Court may 
deem best.” 

Respectfully submitted, 


ROBERT VON MOSCHZISKER, Chairman, 
ALBERT C. HIRSCH, 

ROBERT T. MCCRACKEN, 

ROBERT S. GAWTHROP, 

WILLIAM S. DALZELL. 





A Correction 


On page 67 of the January issue of The Bar Examiner, in the round 
table discussion of “The Problem of Character Examination”, there is an 
error in the statement reported to have been made by Mr. Appel of Penn- 
sylvania as to the period for which members of the Supreme Court are 
elected. Mr. Appel stated that the term of office of the members of the 
Supreme Court was twenty-one years, and not one, two and three years, 
as reported by the stenographer taking the proceedings. We regret that 
this mistake in reporting was not discovered before publication. 





Temple Law School Approved 


At a meeting of the Council of the Section of Legal Education and 
Admissions to the Bar of the American Bar Association, held in Chicago 
on December 27, 1933, the Temple University School of Law in Phila- 
delphia was approved except as to those students matriculating in the 
afternoon or evening school before January 1, 1934. This makes a total 
of 85 law schools on the Association’s approved list. 
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ALABAMA 
Alabama Board of Bar Examiners 


Judge W. F. Dickinson, Chairman 
Opelika, Alabama 


Hon. A. J. Farrah, Dean 
University of Alabama Law School 
University, Alabama 


Hon. H. F. Crenshaw 
Attorney at Law 
Bell Building 
Montgomery, Alabama 


ARIZONA 


Board of Law Examiners, State of 
Arizona 


Gerald Jones, Chairman 
Consolidated National Bank Building 
Tucson, Arizona 


J. L. Gust, Secretary 
Professional Building 
Phoenix, Arizona 


R. N. Campbell 
Yuma, Arizona 


ARKANSAS 
Central Bar Examining Board 


Robert Griffith, Secretary 
Southern Building 
Little Rock, Arkansas 


Lawrence B. Burrows 
Boyle Building 
Little Rock, Arkansas 


Thomas S. Buzbee 
Southern Building 
Little Rock, Arkansas 


Malcolm W. Gannaway 
Little Rock, Arkansas 


Ector R. Johnson 
Bankers Trust Building 
Little Rock, Arkansas 


John W. Newman 
Southern Building 
Little Rock, Arkansas 


CALIFORNIA 


The Committee of Bar Examir-rs of 
the State Bar of California 


Alfred L. Bartlett, Chairman 
A. G. Bartlett Building 
Los Angeles, California 


A Directory of Bar Examiners 


Shelden D. Elliott, Secretary 
2100 Mills Tower 
San Francisco, California 


James E. Brenner, Research Secretary 
1044 Hamilton Avenue 
Palo Alto, California 


Thos. A. J. Dockweiler 
1035 Van Nuys Building 
Los Angeles, California 


James H. Howard 
306 West Third Street 
Los Angeles, California 


John T. Pigott 
Balfour Building 
San Francisco, California 


Francis Price 
P. O. Box 680 
Santa Barbara, California 


John H. Riordan 
Balfour Building 
San Francisco, California 


George A. Sarau 
404 Citizens Bank Building 
Riverside, California 


COLORADO 


Colorado Board of Bar Examiners 
“The Law Committee” 


Wilbur F. Denious, Chairman 
830 Equitable Building 
Denver, Colorado 


G. W. Humphrey, Secretary 
Kittredge Building 
Denver, Colorado 


W. W. Platt 
Alamosa, Colorado 


Donald C. McCreery 
1217 First National Bank Building 
Denver, Colorado 


T. E. Munson 
Sterling, Colorado 


J. Arthur Phelps 
Colorado Building 
Pueblo, Colorado 


K. W. Robinson 
603 E. & C. Building 
Denver, Colorado 


Hon. Ira C. Rothgerber 
Symes Building 
Denver, Colorado 


























































Fred W. Stover 


Poudre Valley National Bank Building 


Fort Collins, Colorado 


Stanley T. Wallbank 
714 Equitable Building 
Denver, Colorado 


CONNECTICUT 


Bar Examining Committee, State of 
Connecticut 


Hon. John W. Banks, President 
County Court House 
Bridgeport, Connecticut 


Wm. B. Boardman, Secretary 
Bridgeport City Trust Company Bldg. 
Bridgeport, Connecticut 


James E. Wheeler, Treasurer 
42 Church Street 
New Haven, Connecticut 


A. Storrs Campbell 
36 Pearl Street 
Hartford, Connecticut 


Warren F. Cressy 
292 Main Street 
Stamford, Connecticut 


J. Dwight Dana 
205 Church Street 
New Haven, Connecticut 


Hon. Edwin C. Dickenson 
County Building 
Hartford, Connecticut 


Hon. Thomas C. Flood 
Main Street 
Portland, Connecticut 
William W. Gager 
North and West Main Streets 
Waterbury, Connecticut 


John H. King 


Windham National Bank Building 
Willimantic, Connecticut 


Howard F. Landon 
Salisbury, Connecticut 
Samuel A. Persky 


205 Church Street 
New Haven, Connecticut 


John §S. Pullman 
First National Bank Building 
Bridgeport, Connecticut 


William H. Shields, Jr. 
Norwich, Connecticut 


Hon. Allan K. Smith 
750 Main Street 
Hartford, Connecticut 








DELAWARE 


State Board of Bar Examiners of 
Delaware 


Henry Ridgely, Chairman 
Dover, Delaware 


Frank L. Speakman, Secretary 
Equitable Building 
Wilmington, Delaware 


Francis de H. Janvier 
Citizens Bank Building 
Wilmington, Delaware 


Frank M. Jones 
Georgetown, Delaware 


Hugh M. Morris 
DuPont Building 
Wilmington, Delaware 


Robert H. Richards 
DuPont Building 
Wilmington, Delaware 


Clarence A. Southerland 
Delaware Trust Building 
Wilmington, Delaware 


DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Committee of Examiners 
Bar of the District of Columbia 


John Paul Earnest, Chairman 
Tower Building 
14th and K Streets, N. W. 
Washington, D. C. 


Ralph Given, Secretary 
Sixth and D Streets, N. W. 
Washington, D. C. 


Walter C, Clephane 
843 Investment Building 
15th and K Streets, N. W. 
Washington, D. C. 


John E. Laskey 
509 Albee Building 
Washington, D. C. 


Hayden Johnson 
818 13th Street, N. W. 
Washington, D. C. 


William E. Leahy 
Investment Building 
Washington, D. C. 


Charles V. Imlay 
1418 F Street, N. W. 
Washington, D. C. 


Edward Stafford 


1001 15th Street, N. W. 
Washington, D. C. 
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FLORIDA 


State Board of Law Examiners of 
the State of Florida 


Hon. R. H. Chapman, Chairman 
Lake City, Florida 


G. T. Whitfield, Secretary 
Tallahassee, Florida 


Hon. E. B. Casler, Jr. 
Clearwater, Florida 


Hon. D. Niel Ferguson 
Ocala, Florida 


Hon. Samuel Pasco 
Pensacola, Florida 


Hon. Claude Pepper 
Tallahassee, Florida 


Hon. H. P. Osborne 
Jacksonville, Florida 


Hon. O. K. Reaves 
Tampa, Florida 


Hon. Alfred A. Green 
Daytona Beach, Florida 


GEORGIA 


State Board of Bar Examiners, 
Georgia 


John M. Slaton, Chairman 
Grant Building 
Atlanta, Georgia 


A. W. Cozart, Secretary 
Columbus, Georgia 


E. W. Maynard 
Macon, Georgia 


IDAHO 


Board of Commissioners of the 
Idaho State Bar 


William Healy, President 
First National Bank Building 
Boise, Idaho 


E. A. Owen, Vice-President 
Idaho Falls, Idaho 


Sam S. Griffin, Secretary 
Federal Building 
Boise, Idaho 


J. F. Ailshie 
Coeur d’Alene, Idaho 








ILLINOIS 
State Board of Law Examiners 


Hon. Albert Watson, President 
Mount Vernon, Illinois 


Horace B. Garman, Secretary 
602 Millikin Building 
Decatur, Illinois 


James S. Handy 
230 S. Clark Street 
Chicago, Illinois 


Charles P. Megan 
1457 Conway Building 
Chicago, Illinois 


James W. Watts 
Dixon, Illinois 


INDIANA 


State Board of Law Examiners for 
the State of Indiana 


Milo N. Feightner, President 
Huntington, Indiana 


Lenn J. Oare, Vice-President 
South Bend, Indiana 


Remster A. Bingham, Sec’y-Treasurer 
Circle Tower 
Indianapolis, Indiana 


Professor Bernard C. Gavit 


University of Indiana School of Law 
Bloomington, Indiana 


Judge Julian Sharpnack 
Columbus, Indiena 


IOWA 
Board of Law Examiners 


Edward L. O’Connor, Chairman 
Attorney General 
State House 
Des Moines, Iowa 


B. W. Garrett, Secretary 
Clerk of the Supreme Court 
State House 
Des Moines, Iowa 


George W. Dawson 
Waterloo, Iowa 


Hon. James A. Devitt 
Oskaloosa, Iowa 
Hon. A. Hollingsworth 

Keokuk, Iowa 


Hon. E. D. Perry 
Des Moines, Iowa 


Hon. E. B. Wilson 
Jefferson, Iowa 








KANSAS 


State Board of Law Examiners, 
State of Kansas 


A. M. Keene, Chairman 
Fort Scott, Kansas 


W. F. Lilleston, Secretary 
First National Bank Building 
Wichita, Kansas 


James V. Humphrey 
First National Bank Building 
Junction City, Kansas 


T. M. Lillard 
New England Building 
Topeka, Kansas 


Fred Robertson 
Brotherhood Building 
Kansas City, Kansas 


KENTUCKY 
Kentucky Board of Bar Examiners 


Hon. J. D. Mocquot, Chairman 
Box 63 
Paducah, Kentucky 


Judge C. C. Turner, Secretary 
Frankfort, Kentucky 


J. Pelham Johnston 
Guaranty Bank Building 
Lexington, Kentucky 


LOUISIANA 


Supreme Court Examining Committee 
for Admission to the Bar of 
the State of Louisiana 
Edwin T. Merrick, Chairman 
1624 Canal Bank Building 
New Orleans, Louisiana 


Fred G. Hudson, Jr., Secretary 
Ouachita National Bank Building 
Monroe, Louisiana 

U. A. Bell 
Lake Charles, Louisiana 


Asahel W. Cooper 
900 Maritime Building 
New Orleans, Louisiana 


Henry P. Dart, Jr. 

1822 Canal Bank Building 

New Orleans, Louisiana 
Elmo P. Lee 

Shreveport, Louisiana 
John May 


1622 Canal Bank Building 
New Orleans, Louisiana 








Benjamin B. Taylor 
Louisiana National Bank Building 
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 

R. F. White 

Slattery Building 

Shreveport, Louisiana 


Stephen A. Mascaro, Assistant Secretary 
411 New Orleans Court Building 
New Orleans, Louisiana 


MAINE 
The Maine Bar Examiners 


Edward F. Merrill, Chairman 
Palmer Merrill Building 
Skowhegan, Maine 


Philip G. Clifford, Secretary-Treasurer 
95 Exchange Street 
Portland, Maine 


Bernard Archibald 
Masonic Building 
Houlton, Maine 


Osear H. Dunbar 
Machias, Maine 

Hiram Willard 
Sanford, Maine 


MARYLAND 
Maryland State Board of Law Examiners 


Alexander Armstrong, Chairman 
1209 Calvert Building 
Baltimore, Maryland 


Jesse N. Bowen, Secretary 
Baltimore Trust Building 
Baltimore, Maryland 


F. W. C. Webb 
Salisbury, Maryland 


MASSACHUSETTS 


Commonwealth of Massachusetts— 
Board of Bar Examiners 


William Harold Hitchcock, Chairman 
601 Tremont Building 
Boston, Massachusetts 


George S. Taft, Secretary 
Slater Building 
Worcester, Massachusetts 


Charles H. Beckwith 
31 Elm Street 
Springfield, Massachusetts 












































Bah sated 








bay ae 








Walter Powers 
75 Federal Street 
Boston, Massachusetts 


James W. Sullivan 
23 Central Avenue 
Lynn, Massachusetts 


MICHIGAN 
State Board of Law Examiners 
G. Douglas Clapperton, Chairman 


Michigan Trust Building 
Grand Rapids, Michigan 


Fitch R. Williams, Secretary 
406 State Bank Building 
Traverse City, Michigan 

*Jay Mertz, Assistant Secretary 
Lansing, Michigan 


Clarence A. Lightner 
1603 Dime Savings Bank Building 
Detroit, Michigan 


Edmund C. Shields 


501 American State Savings Bank Bldg. 


Lansing, Michigan 
Prentiss M. Brown 

St. Ignace, Michigan 
George E. Brand 

3709 Barlum Tower 

Detroit, Michigan 


*Address all communications to Mr. 


Mertz. 
MINNESOTA 

State Board of Law Examiners— 
Minnesota 


M. V. Seymour, President 
1116 Pioneer Building 
St. Paul, Minnesota 
Oscar G. Haugland, Secretary 
1123 Metropolitan Life Building 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 


Thomas McCabe 
Torrey Building 
Duluth, Minnesota 
Charles E. Houston 
Wheaton, Minnesota 
D. L. Morse 
Blue Earth, Minnesota 


MISSISSIPPI 
The Board of Bar Admissions 
Gov. Sennett Conner, Chairman 
(Honorary ) 
Jackson, Mississippi 





Judge A. J. McIntyre, President 
West Point, Mississippi 

S. E. Travis, Vice-President 
Hattiesburg, Mississippi 


W. H. Cox, Secretary 
Jackson, Mississippi 


MISSOURI 
State Board of Law Examiners 


Robert B. Caldwell, President 
McCune, Caldwell and Downing 
2000 Fidelity Bank Building 
Kansas City, Missouri 

Thomas F. McDonald, Secretary 
Donnell & McDonald 
1010 Pine Street 
St. Louis, Missouri 


R. B. Oliver, Jr. 
Oliver and Oliver 
H. & H. Building 
Cape Girardeau, Missouri 
W. Wallaée Fry 
Fry, Hollingsworth & Francis 
Mexico, Missouri 
Waldo Edwards 
Macon, Missouri 


MONTANA 
Montana State Board of Law Examiners* 
Judge George Y. Patten, Chairman 
Commercial National Bank Building 
Bozeman, Montana 
W. T. Pigott 
Bailey Block 
Helena, Montana 
H. L. DeKalb 
Lewistown, Montana 
Rudolph Nelstead 
Miles City, Montana 
Walter L. Pope 
Missoula, Montana 


*Listed according to seniority. 


NEBRASKA 
Nebraska State Bar Commission 
George H. Turner, Secretary 
Clerk of the Supreme Court 
Lincoln, Nebraska 
W. C. Fraser 
Omaha National Bank Building 
Omaha, Nebraska 
Charles H. Kelsey 
Norfolk, Nebraska 









































Harry L. Norval 
Seward, Nebraska 

Frank D. Williams 
703 First National Bank Building 
Lincoln, Nebraska 


NEVADA 
State Board of Bar Examiners 
State Bar of Nevada 
Lester D. Summerfield, Chairman 
404 First National Bank Building 
Reno, Nevada 


Robert Z. Hawkins, Secretary 
United Nevada Bank Building 
Reno, Nevada 


Albert D. Ayres 
First National Bank Building 
Reno, Nevada 


Howard E. Brown 
Austin, Nevada 


Wm. J. Forman, Jr. 
United Nevada Bank Building 
Reno, Nevada 

E. F. Lunsford 
Nevada State Life Building 
Reno, Nevada 


Charles L. Richards 
Reno, Nevada 


NEW HAMPSHIRE 
State Board of Bar Examiners 

Fred C. Demond, Chairman and Secretary 

3 Capitol Street 

Concord, New Hampshire 
Alexander Murchie 

25 Capitol Street 

Concord, New Hampshire 
Louis E. Wyman 

Merchants Bank Building 

Manchester, New Hampshire 


NEW JERSEY 
State Board of Bar Examiners 

M. T. Rosenberg, Chairman 

1 Exchange Place 

Jersey City, New Jersey 
J. Henry Harrison 

810 Broad Street 

Newark, New Jersey 
F. W. Gnichtel 

Broad Street Bank Building 

Trenton, New Jersey 


Rue Brearly, Secretary 
State House 
Trenton, New Jersey 





NEW MEXICO 


State of New Mexico— 
Board of Bar Examiners 


M. W. Hamilton, Chairman 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 


Joseph L. Dailey 
Albuquerque, New Mexico 


Hiram M. Dow 
Roswell, New Mexico 


Herbert Gerhart, Secretary 
Clerk of the Supreme Court 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 


NEW YORK 
State Board of Law Examiners 


John Kirkland Clark, President 
72 Wall Street 
New York City, New York 


Philip J. Wickser, Secretary 
6 Buffalo Insurance Building 
Buffalo, New York 


Rollin B. Sanford 
120 State Street 
Albany, New York 
L. M. Benjamin, Clerk 
State Board of Law Examiners 
Albany, New York 


NORTH CAROLINA 
The Board of Law Examiners 


Hon. W. P. Stacy, (Chairman, Ex-officio 
Chief Justice, Supreme Court 
Raleigh, North Carolina 


Henry M. London, (Secretary) 
Second Floor, Supreme Court Bldg. 
Raleigh, North Carolina 


L. R. Varser 
Varser, McIntyre & Henry 
Lumberton, North Carolina 


H. G. Hedrick 
Hedrick & Hall 
Durham, North Carolina 


J. G. Merrimon 
Asheville, North Carolina 


George B. Greene 
Sutton & Greene 
Kinston, North Carolina 


Charles W. Tillett, Jr. 
Tillett, Tillett & Kennedy 
Law Building 
Charlotte, North Carolina 


Benjamin T. Ward 


Greensboro, North Carolina 














NORTH DAKOTA 


State of North Dakota— 
State Bar Board 


Cc. L. Young, Chairman 
City National Bank Building 
Bismarck, North Dakota 


J. H. Newton, Secretary-Treasurer 
Bismarck, North Dakota 


W. A. McIntyre 
Grand Forks, North Dakota 


Cc. J. Murphy 
Grand Forks, North Dakota 


OHIO 
Standing Committee on Examinations 


William G, Pickrel, Chairman 
620 Union Trust Building 
Dayton, Ohio 


Wm. J. Meyer 
Portsmouth, Ohio 


Hon. H. E. Garling 
Old National City Building 
Lima, Ohio 


Don. J. Young 
Norwalk, Ohio 


Miss Susan M. Rebhan 
1175 Union Trust Building 
Cleveland, Ohio 


Harry F. Bell 
1003 Farmers Bank Building 
Mansfield, Ohio 


Harold G. Mosier 
1605 Guarantee Title Building 
Cleveland, Ohio 


Hon. Walter M. Shohl 
1218 Union Central Building 
Cincinnati, Ohio 


Hon, Union C. DeFord 
1200 Mahoning Bank Building 
Youngstown, Ohio 


Mrs. Eva Epstein Shaw 
564-66 Spitzer Building 
Toledo, Ohio 


OKLAHOMA 


Committee of Examiners for the 
State Bar of Oklahoma 


A. G. C. Bierer, Jr., Chairman 
Bierer Building 
Guthrie, Oklahoma 











Harris L. Danner, Vice-Chairman 
Colcord Building 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 


Reuel Haskell, Jr., Secretary 
1519 Petroleum Building 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 


S. L. Wilhite 
Anadarko, Oklahoma 


Felix C. Duvall 
Ponca City, Oklahoma 


Charles P. Gotwals 
801 Surety Building 
Muskogee, Oklahoma 


W. J. Horton 
McAlester, Oklahoma 


Ray McNaughton 
Mining Exchange Building 
Miami, Oklahoma 


OREGON 
Oregon Board of Bar Examiners 


Roy F. Shields, Chairman 
Pittock Block 
Portland, Oregon 


B. A. Green, Secretary 
Corbett Building 
Portland, Oregon 


Roscoe C. Nelson 
800 Pacific Building 
Portland, Oregon 


John H. Carson 
213 U. S. National Bank Building 
Salem, Oregon 


Edgar Freed 
Mohawk Building 
Portland, Oregon 


Colon R. Eberhard 
LeGrande National Bank Building 
LeGrande, Oregon 


David B. Evans 
First National Bank Building 
Eugene, Oregon 


Robert T. Mautz 
American Bank Building 
Portland, Oregon 


Estes Snedecor 


Spalding Building 
Portland, Oregon 





Mrs. M. H. Potter, Clerk 
1410 Yeon Building 
Portland, Oregon 





PENNSYLVANIA 


State Board of Law Examiners 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 


Members of Coard 
Charles H. English, Chairman 
1412 Erie Trust Building 
Erie, Pennsylvania 


Frederick B. Gerber 
York, Pennsylvania 


William R. Scott 
Union Trust Building 
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 


James J. Powell 
Mears Building 
Scranton, Pennsylvania 


Robert Dechert 
Packard Building 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
George F. Baer Appel, Secretary 
1500 Walnut Street 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 


Miss Mathilda H. Remmert, Assistant 
Secretary 
1500 Walnut Street 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 


Examiners 
Charles P. Maxwell 
Northampton National Bank Building 
Easton, Pennsylvania 


Morris Duane 
1617 Land Title Building 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 


A. Evans Kephart 
Morris Building 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 


Clark O. Tayntor 
1412 Erie Trust Building 
Erie, Pennsylvania 


RHODE ISLAND 


State of Rhode Island and Providence 
Plantations—Board of Bar Examiners 


James C. Collins, Chairman 
1030 Hospital Trust Building 
Providence, Rhode Island 


Chauncey E. Wheeler, Secretary 
2200 Industrial Trust Building 
Providence, Rhode Island 


Patrick P. Curran 
1138 Hospital Trust Building 
Providence, Rhode Island 



























































Fred B. Perkins 
111 Westminster Street 
Providence, Rhode Island 


John A. Tillinghast 
533 Industrial Trust Building 
Providence, Rhode Island 


SOUTH CAROLINA 
State Board of Law Examiners 
Samuel T. Lanham, Chairman 
Spartanburg, South Carolina 


J. B. Westbrook, Secretary 
Clerk of the Supreme Court 
Columbia, South Carolina 

F. William Cappelmann 
Columbia, South Carolina 

S. L. Prince 
Anderson, South Carolina 


SOUTH DAKOTA 
State Board of Bar Examiners 
Dean Marshall McKusick, Chairman 
University of South Dakota 
Vermillion, South Dakota 
Claude Schutter, Secretary 
University of South Dakota 
Vermillion, South Dakota 
Jason E. Payne 
Vermillion, South Dakota 
Lester W. Feezer 
Vermillion, South Dakota 


TENNESSEE 
Board of Law Examiners of Tennessee 


A. B. Broadbent, President 
Clarksville, Tennessee 

R. A. Davis, Vice-President 
Athens, Tennessee 

R. I. Moore, Secretary-Treasurer 
Bank of Commerce Building 
Memphis, Tennessee 


TEXAS 


Board of Examiners for the 
State of Texas 


Judge B. H. Gardner, Chairman 


Palestine, Texas 


H. L. Clamp, Secretary 
Supreme Court of Texas 
Austin, Texas 


John H. Bickett, Jr. 


Alamo National Bank Building 
San Antonio, Texas 

















Hon. J. L. Goggans 
1607 First National Bank Building 
Dallas, Texas 


J. H. Hart 
Littlefield Building 
Austin, Texas 


Hon. W. M. Sleeper 
Box 345 
Waco, Texas 


UTAH 
State Board of Bar Examiners 


S. D. Thurman, Chairman 
Irvine, Skeen & Thurman 


Room 1401, Walker Bank Building 


Salt Lake City, Utah 


Frank Johnson 
Kearns Building 
Salt Lake City, Utah 


Otto A. Weisley 
Continental Bank Building 
Salt Lake City, Utah 

Roy D. Thatcher 
First National Bank Building 
Ogden, Utah 

Ernest T. Young 
Logan, Utah 

Will L. Hoyt 
Nephi, Utah 


VERMONT 
Board of Bar Examiners* 


Edward H. Deavitt, Chairman and 
Secretary 
Montpelier, Vermont 


Robert E. Healy 
Bennington, Vermont 


Frederick G. Fleetwood 
Morrisville, Vermont 


Arthur L. Graves 

St. Johnsbury, Vermont 
Guy M. Page 

Burlington, Vermont 


Walter S. Fenton 
Rutland, Vermont 





*Listed according to seniority. 


VIRGINIA 
Virginia Board of Law Examiners 


Aubrey G. Weaver, President 
Front Royal, Virginia 


M. B. Watts, Secretary-Treasurer 
P. O. Box 1315 
Richmond, Virginia 


yeorge H. Marshall 
Martinsville, Virginia 


James E. Heath 
Law Building 
Norfolk, Virginia 


Stuart B. Campbell 
Wytheville, Virginia 


Henry C. Riely 
Mutual Building 
Richmond, Virginia 


WASHINGTON 


State Board of Law Examiners— 
State of Washington 


John S. Robinson, Chairman 
436 Central Building 
Seattle, Washington 


F. L. Stotler 
Colfax, Washington 


Cc. D. Cunningham 
Centralia, Washington 


WEST VIRGINIA 


State of West Virginia—Board of 
Law Examiners 


Robert S. Spilman, President 
Charleston, West Virginia 


John O. Henson, Vice-President 
Martinsburg, West Virginia 


James W. Vandervort 
Third and Juliana 
Parkersburg, West Virginia 


D. J. F. Strother 
Welch, West Virginia 


Joseph R. Curl 
Wheeling, West Virginia 
Wm. B. Mathews, Secretary 
Box 1406 
Charleston, West Virginia 


WISCONSIN 


State of Wisconsin—Board of Bar 
Commissioners 


Ferris M. White, President 
River Falls, Wisconsin 
Arthur A. McLeod, Secretary 


Supreme Court 
Madison, Wisconsin 





Robert M. Rieser 
Bank of Wisconsin Buildin: 
Madison, Wisconsin 


Edward J. Dempsey 
The American Bank Building 
Oshkosh, Wisconsin 


John O. Carbys 
403-4 Mitchell Building 
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 


Paul N. Grubb 
Janesville, Wisconsin 


WYOMING 


State Board of Law Examiners of 
Wyoming 


Louis J. O’Marr, President 
5-7 Barr Block 
Sheridan, Wyoming 


Lloyd C. Sampson, Secretary 
300-301 Hynds Building 
Cheyenne, Wyoming 


N. R. Greenfield 
Rawlins, Wyoming 


. H. Nichols 
306 Consolidated Royalty Building 
Casper, Wyoming 


. A. Zaring 
Basin, Wyoming 


ALASKA 
Alaska Board of Law Examiners 


Hon. James S. Truitt, Attorney General, 
Chairman 
Juneau, Alaska 


Henry Boden, President 
Bar Association, First District 
Juneau, Alaska 


John H. Dunn, Deputy Clerk 
U. S. District Court—First Division 
Juneau, Alaska 


Thomas D. Jensen, Clerk 
U. S. District Court—Second Division 
Nome, Alaska 


N. H. Castle, Clerk 
U. §S. District Court—Third Division 
Valdez, Alaska 


Robert W. Taylor, Clerk 


U. S. District Court—Fourth Division 
Fairbanks, Alaska 
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HAWAII 
Committee on Bar Examinations 


Urban E. Wild, Chairman 
McCandless Building 
Honolulu, Hawaii 


Hon. Harry R. Hewitt 
Honolulu, Hawaii 


Heaton L. Wrenn 
Bank of Hawaii Building 
Honolulu, Hawaii 

Marguerite K. Ashford, Secretary 
407 Inter-Island Building 
Honolulu, Hawaii 


PHILIPPINE ISLANDS 
Committee of Bar Examiners 


Hon. George A. Malcolm, Chairman 
Associate Justice of the Supreme Court 
Manila, Philippine Islands 


Salvador Araneta 


Manila, Philippine Islands 


Antonio Carrascoso 
Manila, Philippine 


Islands 


J. W. Ferrier 


Manila, Philippine Islands 


George R. Harvey 


Manila, Philippine Islands 


Godofredo Reyes 


Manila, Philippine Islands 


Pedro Tuazon 


Manila, Philippine Islands 


PORTO RICO 
Board of Bar Examiners 


Hon, Adolph G. Wolf, Chairman 
Associate Justice of the Supreme Court 
San Juan, Porto Rico 


Hon. Felix Cordova Davila 
Associate Justice of the Supreme Court 
San Juan, Porto Rico 


Luis Mendez Vaz 
Attorney at Law 
San Juan, Porto Rico 


Clemente Ruiz Nazario 
Attorney at Law 
San Juan, Porto Rico 


Daniel Pellon, Jr. 
Attorney at Law 
San Juan, Porto Rico 





